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Summary 

The foundations of the major federal policies that govern today’s workplace were put in place 
during the 1930s, when most families had a stay-at-home caregiver who could tend to the needs 
of children, the aged, and the sick. Seven decades later, many of the nation s workplace policies 
are in need of major updates to reflect the realities of the modern workforce. American work¬ 
ers, for example, typically have little or no control over their work hours and schedules; few 
have a right to job-protected access to paid leave to care for a family member. 

Heather Boushey examines three types of work-family policies that affect work-family conflict 
and that are in serious need of repair—those that govern hours worked and workplace equity, 
those that affect the ability of workers to take time off from work because their families need 
care, and those that govern the outsourcing of family care when necessary. In each case Boushey 
surveys new programs currently on the policy agenda, assesses their effectiveness, and consid¬ 
ers the extent to which they can be used as models for a broader federal program. 

Boushey looks, for example, at a variety of pilot and experimental programs that have been 
implemented both by private employers and by federal, state, and local governments to provide 
workers with flexible working hours. Careful evaluations of these programs show that several 
can increase scheduling flexibility without adversely affecting employers. 

Although few Americans have access to paid family and medical leave to attend to family needs, 
most believe that businesses should be required to provide paid leave to all workers. Boushey 
notes that several states are moving in that direction. Again, careful evaluations show that these 
experimental programs are successful for both employers and employees. 

National programs to address child and elder care do not yet exist. The most comprehensive 
solution on the horizon is the universal prekindergarten programs offered by a few states, most 
often free of charge, for children aged three and four. 


www.futureofchildren.org 


Heather Boushey is a senior economist at the Center for American Progress. 
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L aws and regulations—at all 

levels of government—play an 
important role in creating the 
setting in which families and 
workers manage work-family 
conflict. 1 Although public policies can help 
ease work-family conflicts, they can also 
exacerbate them, particularly if the policies 
are based on an outdated set of assumptions 
about how families live and work. 


Most American workers today have family 
responsibilities that can create conflict with 
paid employment. Yet paid employment is 
critical to family well-being. Families who 
earn less than $100,000 a year typically derive 
80 percent of their income from employ¬ 
ment. 2 Most workers are breadwinners 
or cobreadwinners, and when a worker is 
unemployed or cannot be at work and has no 
access to paid leave, his or her family loses a 
significant portion of its income. 3 The typical 
U.S. middle-class family relies especially 
heavily on the earnings of a breadwinner or 
cobreadwinner because it has little in savings. 
In 2007, just before the onset of the Great 
Recession, less than a third (29.4 percent) 
of middle-class families had at least three 
months of income in savings. 4 

Given the economic importance of work and 
the reality that most workers are also bread¬ 
winners or cobreadwinners, finding ways to 
manage work-family conflicts is at the top of 
the agenda at kitchen tables all across the 
nation. American workers typically have 
little or no control over their work hours 
and schedules, and few have a right to 
job-protected access to paid leave to care for 
a family member. The workers most likely to 
have some control over their schedules and 
to have access to paid leave are dispropor¬ 
tionately those at the top of the wage 
distribution. 
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For the most part, the foundations for the 
federal policies that affect the intersection of 
work and family in the United States today 
were laid by President Franklin Roosevelt 
and Secretary of Labor Franees Perkins 
during the 1930s. During that era most 
families had a stay-at-home caregiver, usually 
a mother, who could provide full-time care 
for children, the aged, and the sick. Few 
women worked outside the home, although 
some, disproportionately women of color and 
recent immigrants, always have had relatively 
high labor force participation. 5 Rut despite 
remarkable changes in both women’s labor 
supply and family structure over the decades, 
especially since the 1970s, the wage-and- 
hours regulatory system and the social insur¬ 
ance infrastructure put in place by Roosevelt 
and Perkins have not been systematically 
expanded to address specifically the dual 
role that most workers play as workers and 
caregivers today. 

The patchwork of work and family policies 
that has evolved over the years typically does 
not cover everyone. Overtime regulations, 
for example, tend not to apply to the highest- 
paid workers, leaving them subject to long 
workweeks. And family and medical leave 
are available to only about half of all workers, 
leaving a disproportionate share of low-wage 
workers with no access at all to job-protected 
leave. Further, when employers voluntarily 
implement such policies, they are under no 
requirement to cover all their employees and 
so tend to offer benefits as “perks” to high- 
status workers. 

Government has for many years intervened 
in the nations labor market to address a 
wide array of issues, setting, for example, 
basic labor standards, such as the minimum 
wage, and social insurance for workers who 
cannot work or are unemployed. In today’s 
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society—one in which adults are expected 
and encouraged to work—government also 
has a clear role to protect the welfare of 
children, the elderly, and the sick by setting 
standards to ensure that workers can meet 
their familial commitments. 

Empirical evidence points to a failure of the 
market to come to grips with this issue on its 
own. Economists hypothesize—based on the 
theory of “compensating wage differentials” 
—that workers who need or value workplace 
flexibility will choose jobs that offer flexibility 
and will be willing to trade off higher wages 
in exchange. 6 But researchers have found 
that many workers appear to have limited 
ability to bargain for these benefits. The 
workers who most need workplace flexibility 
report having the least access to it, and the 
workers who have the greatest access to 
flexibility are those who are well paid. 7 
Researchers have also found that mother¬ 
hood itself, beyond time out of the labor 
force or the practice of taking advantage of 
family-friendly policies, entails a wage 
penalty, although there is evidence that 
workers who take advantage of flexible hours 
may see slower wage growth over time. 8 

One reason why the market may not be able 
to produce greater workplace flexibility is 
that so few U.S. workers today are covered by 
collective bargaining agreements that address 
wages, hours, and workplace flexibility. 

Unions have made progress in getting those 
issues into their contracts, but with fewer 
than one in ten private-sector U.S. workers 
belonging to a union today, those contracts 
do not help many working families. 9 With 
unionization falling sharply over the past half- 
century, from nearly one in three workers in 
1948 to 11.9 percent in 2010, broad union 
coverage is no longer the norm. 10 


My discussion focuses on three work-family 
issues: employees’ ability to have some 
control over their hours of work, their ability 
to take time off from work to tend to their 
families’ care, and their ability to find suitable 
options for outsourcing family care when 
necessary. Accordingly I examine three types 
of policies that shape the interaction between 
the labor market and family life—those that 
govern hours worked and workplace equity, 
those that provide income support when 
workers cannot be at work because their 
families need care, and those that govern the 
existence of and access to care for families 
who do not have a stay-at-home caregiver. I 
also examine how and how well the market is 
managing these issues and the appropriate 
role for government intervention. 

The first large set of work-family policies 
involves what happens at work and how work 
intersects with the need to provide family 
care. The cornerstone is the 1938 Fair Labor 
Standards Act (FLSA), which first set out the 
nation’s regulatory wage-and-hours frame¬ 
work. Congress enacted the FLSA following 
earlier state action to limit hours worked by 
women and children. Although the FLSA 
was not designed to address work-family 
conflict, it limited the hours of work for some 
workers and established the minimum wage, 
both of which affect the ability of workers 
to reserve time to care for families. Because 
the assumption underlying the FLSA is that 
workers are employed full time—in that era, 
commonly ten to twelve hours each day—the 
law did not deal with or encourage workplace 
flexibility. 

Another issue at work is whether an employer 
can treat workers differently based on their 
status as caregivers or on family relationship. 
Until the 1950s, for example, many employ¬ 
ers refused to hire married women or 
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mothers, because women were presumed to 
belong in the home. 11 Title VII of the 1964 
Civil Rights Act took a giant first step toward 
ensuring that work performance, not a 
workers personal characteristics, determined 
employment and pay, but large gaps 
remained—and remain still—for workers 
with care responsibilities. 

The second large set of work-family policies 
addresses the need for income support when 
a worker cannot be at work because a family 
member requires care. The cornerstone of 
this set of policies is the Social Security Act 
of 1935, which established Old Age and 
Survivors Insurance, unemployment insur¬ 
ance, and income assistance to mothers and 
children. Because the law was grounded in 
the assumption that men were breadwinners 
and women were caretakers, it left a legacy of 
gaps in coverage and eligibility for today’s 
families. Policy makers have since tried to fill 
many of these gaps, but inequalities that 
affect caregivers remain, perhaps most 
notably the failure of the law to cover care¬ 
giving leave. In two states, California and 
New Jersey, state-level programs provide 
social insurance to workers for family leave, 
but the United States remains the only 
developed nation that does not provide some 
type of paid leave to new parents 
nationwide. 12 

The third broad set of policies involves 
the need for families to provide care when 
potential caregivers are either working or 
in school and training for work. Because 
the United States does not provide a system 
of care for the young, the ill, or the aged, 
families must patch together various, mostly 
private, solutions. The subsidies available to 
help pay for this care are typically available 
only to the poor, while tax relief is available 
to middle- and upper-class citizens who pay 
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for care. 13 One key reason for the absence of 
a unified system of care is the deeply held 
belief that mothers belong in the home, not 
the workplace. 

I examine each of these three sets of policies 
in turn: those that regulate work, those that 
provide income support for those who can¬ 
not be at work, and those that help provide 
care for workers’ family members while their 
caretakers are at work. I conclude each sec¬ 
tion with an analysis of proposals now on the 
policy agenda. 

At Work, but Needing Flexibility 
and Equity 

Most American workers today are also 
caregivers. In 2008, among mothers of 
children under age eighteen, 71 percent 
participated in the workforce, which means 
most families no longer have a full-time 
stay-at-home parent; among all workers, both 
male and female, 42 percent reported that 
they had cared for an elderly person within 
the past five years. 14 Workers with care 
responsibilities may be able to perform their 
jobs fully, but may also need some flexibility 
from their employers to manage work-family 
conflicts; such flexibility would include, for 
example, being allowed to negotiate, have 
input into, or control their hours or location 
of work, without fear of discrimination or 
penalty. For professional workers and those 
subject to mandatory overtime, the problem 
is most often too much work; for low-wage 
workers, it is more often too few hours and 
unpredictable schedules. 15 Many higher 
earners, whether they are professionals tied 
to their BlackBerrys or nurses struggling to 
comply with mandatory overtime on little or 
no notice, would like to work fewer hours, 
while many low-wage workers can find only 
part-time work, or none at all, and often have 
highly unpredictable schedules. 16 
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Several surveys confirm that employees see 
control over their hours of work as critical for 
managing day-to-day quality-of-life issues. A 
recent poll conducted by the Rockefeller 
Foundation and TIME, Inc., for The Shriver 
Report: A Woman’s Nation Changes 
Everything asked, “Which of these things, in 
particular, would need to change in order for 
working parents to balance evenly their job or 
business, their marriage, and their children?” 
In response to the four broad options given— 
longer school hours or school years, more 
flexible work schedules, more paid time off, 
or better and more day-care options—half (51 
percent) of those polled picked more flexible 
work schedules. 17 In a poll conducted for the 
Heartland Alliance, “Millennials” (members 
of the generation born during the last quarter 
of the twentieth century) reported that 
workplace flexibility was almost as important 
to them as wages; they also ranked workplace 
flexibility as more important than strong 
benefits or intellectually interesting work. 18 
Workers caring for an elder family member 
too report that they would like to see greater 
schedule flexibility and options for managing 
time at work. 19 

Although workers report needing and wanting 
some flexibility in terms of hours or location 
of work, the nation’s wage-and-hours regula¬ 
tory structure, based on outdated models 
of who works and who gives care, provides 
little guidance to help employers deal with 
the realities of today’s workforce. The FLSA, 
which lays out the national regulatory struc¬ 
ture on hours, remains grounded in assump¬ 
tions about work and family that are no longer 
valid—and in fact were never valid for large 
numbers of workers. Although many employ¬ 
ers do address workplace flexibility issues, 
wide gaps exist regarding which workers 
have access to flexibility. Further, a growing 
body of research suggests that mothers and 


caregivers often experience explicit discrimi¬ 
nation because of their roles as caregivers and 
their need for workplace flexibility. 


A growing body of research 
suggests that mothers and 
caregivers often experience 
explicit discrimination 
because of their roles as 
caregivers and their need for 
workplaceflexibility. 


The Fair Labor Standards Act 

The 1938 Fair Labor Standards Act is the 
foundation of the nation’s regulatory structure 
governing hours of work. The FLSA sets 
overtime thresholds by defining a regular 
workweek as being forty hours and requiring 
that workers covered by the law be paid 150 
percent of the usual hourly wage for any 
hours worked above that threshold. When 
Congress passed the FLSA, its intent was to 
encourage employers to curtail the long hours 
of their current employees and to put more 
people to work. The law specifies that workers 
who need protection in terms of hours of 
work are those employed full time at regular 
jobs. The legislation was passed following 
decades of state efforts to restrict excessive 
work hours, at least for women and children. 20 
The FLSA initially excluded some groups of 
workers, but was gradually extended from the 
1940s through the 1980s to include almost 
every worker except employees of state and 
local government and small farms, as well as 
some domestic workers. 21 

The FLSA’s overtime provisions do not apply 
to all workers; indeed, they cover only the six 
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in ten workers who are paid hourly wages. 22 
Salaried workers who earn at least $23,600 a 
year, who are paid on a salary basis with a 
“guaranteed minimum,” and who perform 
exempt job duties are not protected by the 
FLSAs overtime provisions. 23 No statutory 
limit governs the number of hours that 
salaried (known as “exempt”) employees can 
be asked to work in a given week. In 2004, 
the Bush administration increased the share 
of workers who are categorized as exempt by 
expanding the definition of “executive, 
administrative, and professional” workers. At 
the time, analysts estimated that the redefini¬ 
tion would make 8 million more workers 
(about 6 percent of the total employed 
workforce) ineligible for overtime pay. 24 The 
FLSAs failure to provide universal coverage 
thus creates conditions of overwork for 
exempt employees. 

To the extent that the FLSA limits overtime 
for covered workers, it may help them better 
manage work-family conflict. In addition, its 
overtime provisions have improved the take- 
home pay of millions of lower- and middle- 
class families who benefit from overtime 
pay. But it places no limit on overtime work. 
Many workers must often work overtime with 
little or no notice, a practice that not only 
exacerbates the work-family conflict but is 
also a frequent source of contention between 
managers and employees. 25 

Because the FLSA was never targeted at the 
problem of underwork, it does not address 
part-time parity, sufficient hours of work, or 
scheduling. A careful analysis by Susan 
Lambert and Julia Henly of the scheduling 
issues facing low-wage workers documents 
how low-wage employees often experience 
“fluctuating and reduced work hours and 
unpredictable work schedules that can 
compromise their job performance and their 
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ability to earn an adequate living.” 26 The 
authors find that “employers can and do vary 
workers’ hours,” making it hard for workers 
to coordinate work schedules with a family’s 
need for care. The FLSA offers no guidance 
on these issues. 

Private-Sector Responses to the Need 
for Scheduling Flexibility 

The gaps in FLSA worker protections leave a 
great deal of room for private-sector employ¬ 
ers to experiment with flexible schedules 
to address work-family conflict. The FLSA 
itself allows workers and employers great 
leeway in how and where hours are worked. 27 
Employers can allow any employee— 
whether covered by or exempt from the 
FLSA overtime provisions—to vary arrival 
and departure times, days worked, and shift 
arrangements, or to take time off during the 
day so long as covered workers put in no 
more than forty hours in a given week if the 
employer wants to avoid paying overtime. 
Employers have even more flexibility regard¬ 
ing the hours of exempt workers. For exam¬ 
ple, exempt employees can have compressed 
workweeks over two-week intervals, working 
nine-hour days each week Monday through 
Thursday, then, every other Friday, alternat¬ 
ing between working eight hours and taking 
the day off. 

Whether compensatory time (a program, 
known as “comp time,” that allows employees 
to work more hours than usual and bank 
them to use later to compensate them for the 
extra work) or flexibility programs are helpful 
for employees struggling to resolve work- 
family conflict hinges on how they are 
implemented. A review of litigation history 
on comp time found that even within the 
public sector, where comp time is less 
contentious than it is in the private sector, 
employers limit their employees’ ability to 
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use comp time at their own discretion. 28 In 
the private sector, which is less regulated and 
less unionized than the public sector, employ¬ 
ees are likely to be even less able to make use 
of their comp time when it suits them. 

Firms that experiment with workplace flexi¬ 
bility often allow employees to make requests 
for flexibility, thus beginning a process of 
negotiation over how the schedule will help 
both employees and employers to meet their 
needs. 29 Few workers, however, have access 
to workplace flexibility, and those that do are 
still too often “mommy tracked.” Only about 
a quarter of employees report having some 
kind of flexibility, although from about half to 
most of all employers report offering flex¬ 
ibility of some kind. 30 Workers with the least 
access to predictable work schedules are dis¬ 
proportionately low-wage workers, women, 
and workers of color. 31 

Some firms offer comp time to their salaried 
employees who are exempt from the over¬ 
time provisions of the FLSA. In the private 
sector, this policy is available only to workers 
exempt from the FLSA’s overtime provisions; 
about a third (36 percent) of employers offer 
comp time to some workers and one in five 
(18 percent) makes it available to all 
workers. 32 

Firms that voluntarily implement flexibility 
do so because they see it as good for their 
bottom line. A growing body of empirical 
research suggests that these policies enhance 
productivity by improving retention and 
reducing turnover. In 2010, the Council of 
Economic Advisers reviewed evidence on 
the economic value of adopting workplace 
flexibility and concluded that the “costs to 
firms of adopting these kinds of management 
practices can also be outweighed by reduced 
absenteeism, lower turnover, healthier 


workers, and increased productivity.” 33 In a 
review of research in The Shriver Report, 
Brad Harrington and Jamie Ladge cite sev¬ 
eral studies showing that when firms allow 
workers flexibility and managers implement 
it, the benefits are considerable. 34 

New Ideas for Workplace Flexibility 
Government policy has a clear role in work¬ 
place flexibility. Although the government has 
been setting basic labor standards pertaining 
to hours of work for nearly a century, workers 
today both need and want better policies. 
Generally, to be considered effective at 
addressing workplace flexibility, new policies 
must work for employees as well as employ¬ 
ers and give them some control over the 
hours or location of work so they can address 
their work-family conflicts. Further, partici¬ 
pation should be at the worker’s discretion 
and should not entail disparate pay or 
promotion penalties; it may entail pay cuts 
commensurate with reduced hours, but not 
penalties over time. Finally, new policies 
should not exacerbate the gaps left by the 
FLSA or undermine its protections. 

Alternative Schedules and Compressed 
Workweeks. Federal, state, and local govern¬ 
ments have experimented with several 
innovative programs to increase scheduling 
flexibility that could provide a model for 
policy makers. Since the late 1970s, for 
example, federal employees have had some 
access to two kinds of alternative work 
schedules, a “flexible work schedule” and a 
“compressed work schedule.” 35 In 2010, the 
Office of Personnel Management launched a 
pilot program called Results-Only Work 
Environment that allows employees to work 
whenever and wherever they want, as long as 
they complete their tasks. Initial results from 
the evaluation of the federal pilot found 
greater employee satisfaction, a shift in focus 
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among both employees and employers to 
output instead of hours worked, and 
improved perception of leadership. 36 

State and local governments have also 
implemented alternative schedules. In 2008 
Utah Governor Jon Huntsman moved most 
state employees to a four-day workweek by 
executive order. 37 Although the primary goal 
of the reform was to reduce energy expenses, 
a Brigham Young University study found that 
implementing compressed schedules in Utah 
reduced work-life conflict and improved 
productivity. 38 In 2006 Houston Mayor Bill 
White began a Flexible Workplace Initiative 
Program to encourage companies to imple¬ 
ment flexible work-scheduling policies. In an 
annual Flex in the City program, participat¬ 
ing Houston area employers “adopt new flex¬ 
ible workplace policies for two weeks.” City 
government surveys of both employees and 
employers found that the flexible scheduling 
reduced traffic congestion, lowered commute 
costs, and increased productivity. 39 

Right-to-Request. The United Kingdom, 

New Zealand, and Australia have imple¬ 
mented policies that give workers the right 
to request a flexible schedule without fear of 
retaliation. 40 Because many U.S. workers are 
subject to being disciplined for even asking 
about flexibility or predictability, the right to 
request could be a very important addition to 
the U.S. work-family policy framework. 41 The 
new policies implemented abroad require 
employers to set up a process to discuss and 
negotiate workplace flexibility and permit 
them to turn down the requests only for 
certain business reasons. In the United 
Kingdom, for example, employers may refuse 
the request for flexibility only for such rea¬ 
sons as the burden of additional costs, nega¬ 
tive effects on meeting customer demand or 
on business quality and performance, or the 


inability to reorganize the existing staff to 
make it work. 42 

Bight-to-request legislation has increased the 
number of workers in the United Kingdom 
with flexible schedules. 43 Only 10 percent 
of requests have been turned down since 
the law was enacted. And although the law 
applied originally only to workers with a child 
under the age of six, the business community 
joined with workers to lobby to extend it 
gradually to workers with caregiving respon¬ 
sibilities for disabled or ill adults or for chil¬ 
dren under age eighteen by April 2011. 44 

Making the right-to-request model work 
in the United States would require careful 
analysis of how to adapt it to fit the U.S. legal 
and institutional structure. For example, the 
right to request would have to be made avail¬ 
able to workers across the income distribu¬ 
tion. 45 Employees would have to be assured 
a right to request a schedule that works for 
them, as well as their employer, even in the 
absence of a union setting. For right-to- 
request to be effective in the United States, 
it should also be used to help workers who do 
not want to (or cannot) work overtime, who 
want to place limits on their hours, and who 
need help in addressing the issue of schedul¬ 
ing predictability. Bight-to-request legisla¬ 
tion, in the form of the Working Families 
Flexibility Act, was introduced in the 111th 
Congress by Carolyn Maloney in the House 
of Bepresentatives and Bobert Casey in 
the Senate. So far, New Hampshire is the 
only state where such legislation has been 
introduced. 46 

Equal Rights in the Workplace 
The foundation for equitable treatment at 
work in the United States is laid out in Title 
VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. As originally 
passed. Title VII protected individuals against 
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employment discrimination on the basis of 
sex, race, color, national origin, and religion; 
it has been amended to include pregnant 
women, and other legislation has expanded 
the rights of the disabled. Although the Civil 
Rights Act ensures that all employees have an 
equal opportunity within the existing work¬ 
place structure, it does not require an 
employer to make changes to the workplace 
to address specific protected class issues. And 
although having broad protections from 
unfair treatment certainly helps some 
caregivers address discrimination in the 
workplace, nevertheless, as Ann O’Leary 
and Karen Kornbluh note, “Equal protection 
laws are only as good as the nature and 
quantity of benefits the employer provides to 
other workers.” 47 

In 1978 the Pregnancy Discrimination Act 
amended Title VII to prohibit discrimination 
on the basis of pregnancy. The Pregnancy 
Discrimination Act has helped normalize a 
pregnant woman as a still-functioning 
employee, 48 but it does not mandate that 
employers take any specific positive actions; 
they must only offer pregnant women the 
same benefits that they offer any other 
worker. 49 For example, a company may fire an 
employee for breast feeding too often, 
making the argument that breast feeding is 
part of child care and not part of pregnancy. 50 
The Patient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act of 2010 now requires employers with 
more than fifty employees to provide appro¬ 
priate breaks and locations so that working 
mothers covered by FLSA can pump breast 
milk. 51 

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
of 1990 prohibits discrimination on the 
basis of disability in employment, as well 
as in other areas such as public services, 
public accommodations, transportation, 


and telecommunications. 52 For employees 
with disabilities, the ADA provides work¬ 
place flexibility by requiring employers to 
provide “reasonable accommodations” that 
enable employees to perform their jobs. An 
employer is not required by the ADA to pro¬ 
vide a reasonable accommodation if doing so 
would create an “undue hardship”—defined 
as “significant difficulty or expense.” The 
ADA also covers caregivers for the disabled. 

Evidence is growing that workers with care 
responsibilities experience discrimination in 
the workplace and that government policy 
has a role in ensuring workplace equity. Joan 
Williams, at the Center for WorkLife Law, 
has coined the phrase “family responsibility 
discrimination” to describe disparate treat¬ 
ment at work of “pregnant women, mothers 
and fathers of young children, and workers 
with aging parents or sick spouses or part¬ 
ners.” She notes that these workers “maybe 
rejected for hire, passed over for promotion, 
demoted, harassed, or terminated—despite 
good performance—simply because their 
employers make personnel decisions based 
on stereotypical notions of how they will or 
should act given their family responsibili¬ 
ties.” 53 Sociologists Shelley Correll, Stephen 
Benard, and In Paik have found that among 
two groups of job candidates with identical 
credentials, the group identified as mothers 
was perceived to be less competent, less 
promotable, less likely to be recommended 
for management, and less likely to be recom¬ 
mended for hire, and that the mothers had 
lower recommended starting salaries than 
nonmothers. 54 

Employment discrimination is particularly 
problematic in the United States, where 
most workers have no explicit employment 
contract and thus can be fired for any reason 
not explicitly prohibited through judicial or 
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statutory exceptions. 55 Workers with care 
responsibilities may need to request flexible 
work arrangements, but may have no job- 
protected mechanism even for asking their 
employer to help them resolve their work- 
family conflict. 

New Ideas to Address Family 
Responsibilities Discrimination 
In 2007, the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission (EEOC), the enforcement 
agency for the Civil Rights Act, laid out how 
the laws that establish workplace fairness also 
provide protections for workers with family 
responsibilities. Although no one law specifi¬ 
cally addresses the dual role that most 
workers now play as workers and caregivers, a 
framework based on the growing body of case 
law is emerging. The EEOCs caregiver 
guidance outlines how, based on current law, 
workers cannot be subject to a hostile work 
environment or treated differently once they 
develop caregiver responsibilities, or be held 
to stricter standards (for example, about 
requesting leave or timeliness) than other 
workers. It also highlights difficulties in the 
workplace for women who are pregnant or 
have young children, as well as for men, 
when they request flexible schedules, and 
what treatment constitutes discrimination for 
them. 56 The guidance, however, does not 
provide a framework that would give workers 
the time and flexibility to take care of caregiv¬ 
ing obligations and not be discriminated 
against as a result. 

For the future, one possibility would be to 
transform the EEOC caregiver guidance into 
legislation. The Australian state of New South 
Wales has done something similar, imple¬ 
menting protection for employees against 
discrimination based on care responsibili¬ 
ties, and requiring employers to affirmatively 
provide reasonable, flexible work schedules 


unless doing so would cause them undue 
hardship. 57 

With a Job, but Needing Paid 
Time Off to Give Care 

Because the vast majority of American 
families now have no one at home to provide 
care, workers occasionally need paid time off 
from work to tend to loved ones with serious 
illnesses or to bond with a new child. Most 
families receive the bulk of their income from 
employment, making access to paid time off 
critical for family economic well-being. U.S. 
social insurance programs provide income 
support when a family member cannot work 
because of retirement, unemployment, or 
disability, but they do not cover a worker’s 
need for short-term or extended time off to 
provide care for a new child or a sick family 
member. 

Two related, but conceptually separate, issues 
create work-family conflict in this area. The 
first is whether workers can take extended 
time off work to care for a seriously ill family 
member or to care for a new child. Such time 
off, which I call family and medical leave, can 
often but not always be planned in advance. 
The second issue is whether workers can miss 
up to a few days of work to care for a family 
member who has a relatively minor illness, 
such as a cold or flu. The need for this second 
type of leave, which I call sick days, is often 
unexpected. 

Although few American workers have paid 
family and medical leave and paid sick days, 
most would like to have both. Nationwide, 77 
percent of Americans believe that businesses 
should be required to provide paid family and 
medical leave for every worker who needs it. 
And support cuts across the political spectrum 
—including 64 percent of conservatives and 
89 percent of liberals. 58 Support for paid sick 
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days is also robust. In a nationally representa¬ 
tive survey conducted in 2010 by the National 
Opinion Research Center, 75 percent of 
Americans voiced support for a law that 
would give all workers paid sick days. 59 

The Social Security Act 

The Social Security Act of 1935 established 
Old Age, Survivors, and Disability Insurance, 
commonly known as Social Security. The new 
law established social insurance, whereby 
workers pay into funds through payroll taxes 
and then, having demonstrated sufficient 
labor market attachment, become eligible for 
benefits upon retiring or becoming unem¬ 
ployed. The law also established a program 
of income support for women and children 
without a breadwinner. In 1954, the federal 
government added Social Security Disability 
Insurance for workers who become disabled; 
in 1972, it added Supplementary Security 
Income for disabled and blind people regard¬ 
less of work history. 60 The income support 
program for women and children—called Aid 
to Dependent Families in the original legisla¬ 
tion—was designed for widows who had lost 
their male breadwinner and needed funds 
to help them support their children. The 
program is means-tested—that is, available 
only to mothers with income up to a certain 


limit—and reforms during the mid-1990s tied 
eligibility for benefits to work or job search 
activities. 61 

Some of the fundamental assumptions 
underlying the Social Security Act were that 
individuals were either caregivers or bread¬ 
winners, but not both; that married couples 
typically stayed married for life; and that 
most families had a stay-at-home parent, 
usually a mother, to provide care for children, 
the sick, and the elderly. 

Eligibility for the retirement and disability 
benefits of Social Security depends on a his¬ 
tory of employment and payment into the 
system by the recipient or his or her spouse. 
Social Security resembles insurance, because 
workers’ income risks are pooled and pay¬ 
ments into the system (that is, insurance 
premiums) are paid based on expected ben¬ 
efits. 62 To qualify for retirement benefits, a 
worker must accumulate at least forty credits 
(approximately ten years of work). 63 Adults 
and younger people qualify for disability or 
survivor benefits with proportionally fewer 
credits appropriate to their age and potential 
labor market experience. Most Americans are 
eligible for both the retirement and disability 
benefits. In 2009, 89.7 percent of those aged 
sixty-five and older received Social Security 
benefits. 64 Caregivers, however, are less likely 
to be eligible for benefits in their own right, 
because they are likely to have spent less time 
in the workforce. Spousal benefits provide a 
married woman with as much as half of her 
husband’s benefit if she has no work history. 

In 2008, 56 percent of women received Social 
Security benefits that depended wholly or in 
part on their husband’s benefits. 65 

The Social Security Act also established an 
unemployment insurance system that is 
administered by the states, but this system 
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too leaves out some workers with care 
responsibilities. Although all workers (except 
some domestic and agricultural workers) are 
covered by the program, eligibility depends 
on reaching certain thresholds of earnings 
and hours worked in the period preceding 
unemployment. Up until 2009, much of the 
nations unemployment insurance system did 
not cover part-time workers and did not 
allow workers to receive unemployment 
benefits if they quit their job because of 
problems with child care or if they had to 
leave because their spouse found a job in 
another location. Such rules made it less 
likely that caregivers would be able to 
receive unemployment benefits if they lost 
their job. Some of these issues were 
addressed in the Unemployment Insurance 
Modernization Act, which was implemented 
as a part of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act in 2009, but not all states 
have put the reforms into effect. 66 

The Family and Medical Leave Act 
Ry the 1980s, although increasingly fewer 
families had a stay-at-home caregiver, much 
of the social insurance infrastructure con¬ 
tinued to assume that they did. In 1993, to 
address the issues of care and work, Congress 
passed and President Rill Clinton signed the 
Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA), the 
first piece of legislation in U.S. history to give 
workers a right to job-protected leave for 
caregiving. The FMLA provides up to twelve 
weeks of unpaid leave a year for employees 
who need time off to care for a new child 
(newborn or adopted), to recover from a seri¬ 
ous illness, or to care for a seriously ill family 
member. To be eligible for FMLA leave, an 
employee must put in at least 1,250 hours of 
work a year at a large company (one with fifty 
or more employees) and must have worked at 
that company for at least a year, although not 
necessarily consecutively. 67 
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The FMLA gave approximately 44 million 
workers (out of a workforce of more than 128 
million) the right to job-protected unpaid 
family and medical leave. 68 Among all U.S. 
workers, 16.5 percent took FMLA leave 
between mid-1999 and 2000 (the latest sur¬ 
vey data available). Of that total, 17.9 percent 
took leave to bond with or care for a new 
child, 7.8 percent took leave for maternity or 
disability, 47.2 percent for their own illness, 
and 27.1 percent to care for a seriously ill 
family member. 69 

The FMLA, however, has two major short¬ 
comings. The first is that the leave it provides 
is unpaid. Unlike programs that offer leave 
for other reasons, such as a short-term dis¬ 
ability or unemployment, the FMLA is not a 
social insurance program; rather, it provides 
job protection when workers take the leave. 
Unpaid leave, however, is not adequate to the 
needs of low- and moderate-income families. 
For them, the right to job-protected leave is 
nice, but not enough. 70 The FMLA’s second 
shortcoming is that it excludes about half the 
labor force, many of whom are the workers 
who may need coverage the most. 

Ry covering only workers in firms with fifty or 
more employees, the law leaves out about a 
third of all U.S. workers—those who tend to 
earn less, and to be less likely to have access 
to paid benefits, than their counterparts in 
larger companies. 71 Furthermore, even work¬ 
ers in covered establishments are eligible 
for FMLA leave only if they meet other 
requirements that fit the traditional model 
of employment—which no longer captures 
many of the realities of the modern work¬ 
force. Tying workers’ eligibility to a minimum 
number of hours worked, for example, fails 
to acknowledge that many people work part 
time for caregiving reasons. And because 
part-time workers are more likely than 
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full-time workers to have more than one job, 
tying FMLA eligibility to time with a single 
employer limits their eligibility. Requiring 
workers to undergo a waiting period each 
time they switch jobs ignores the reality that 
young workers change jobs often during the 
first few years of their career and thus harms 
many young parents, disproportionately those 
of color. Among workers aged eighteen to 
twenty-five with a small child at home, 43.3 
percent of women, 31.2 percent of men, 38.5 
percent of whites, 48.0 percent of blacks, and 
31.5 percent of Hispanics have been at their 
job less than a year. 72 Finally FMLA eligibility 
requirements do not acknowledge the real¬ 
ity that workers today typically do not enjoy 
lifetime employment with a single employer, 
especially workers in emerging industries 
such as the technology sector. According 
to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, between 
1979 and 2008, a typical worker aging from 
eighteen to forty-four held an average of 11.0 
jobs and held more than two-thirds of those 
jobs (7.6) between the ages of eighteen and 
twenty-seven, the ages at which many work¬ 
ers start families. 73 Requiring workers to hold 
jobs for at least a year may also lead some 
workers to stay in unsuitable jobs to retain 
eligibility for benefits. 

The Market Response to the Need for 
Paid Time Off for Caregiving 

Thus far, the market on its own has not filled 
the need for paid time off for caregiving. 
Employers do not typically offer extended 
leave to care for a new child or for an ill 
family member, and when they do, they 
tend to offer it only to higher-wage, higher- 
status workers, thus flying in the face of the 
compensating-wage model. And employers 
who do provide paid leave, unlike those who 
offer pensions and health insurance, face no 
government requirements that policy be uni¬ 
form within the firm. 74 Thus, even within a 
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given firm, not all employees may have access 
to the same paid family and medical leave 
benefits. 75 Employees least likely to get family 
and medical leave are low-wage workers who 
are most likely to need workplace flexibility 
because they cannot afford paid help to care 
for loved ones. 76 The U.S. Census Bureau 
reports that 60 percent of new mothers 
with a bachelor’s degree or higher received 
any kind of paid maternity leave, compared 
with only 22 percent of those without a high 
school degree. 77 

Further, the leave that exists is a patchwork 
available to employees for their own illness 
or for childbirth with very little available 
for caregiving or bonding with a new child. 
About 40 percent of all workers are covered 
by private temporary disability insurance 
programs that provide benefits for mater¬ 
nity and an employee’s own illness. 78 Such 
insurance, however, does not address the 
work-family conflicts that arise when no 
stay-at-home family member is available to 
provide care for others who are ill or for a 
new child. New fathers, who are ineligible 
for disability leave for childbirth, are typically 
offered little or no paid leave, and employees 
who have sick days and deplete them must 
hope that they—or their new children—do 
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not get sick later on. Further, because there 
is no government requirement that the pro¬ 
grams be universally applied, many low-paid 
workers may not be offered the benefit even 
if higher-paid workers are. 

New Ideas for Paid Time Off 
for Caregiving 

Nearly every developed country in the world 
except the United States uses the social 
insurance model to provide extended time off 
for family and medical leave. 79 The American 
model—which is to rely on individual firms 
to pay for these leaves—disproportionately 
burdens firms that have staff who are prone 
to serious health problems, who have ailing 
family members who need their care, or who 
are of childbearing age. 

There is no need, however, for the United 
States to set up a social insurance infrastruc¬ 
ture to provide workers with paid sick days. 
The costs of sick day benefits are minimal 
and therefore should be borne by individual 
employers, who also stand to reap gains from 
not having workers with contagious diseases 
show up at work, make their colleagues ill, 
and reduce overall firm productivity. Paid 
sick days are now guaranteed by law in 
several U.S. localities—San Francisco, the 
District of Columbia, and Milwaukee—but 
not nationwide. 

Building on State Temporary Disability 
Insurance Programs. Five states (California, 
Hawaii, New Jersey, New York, and Rhode 
Island) have long-standing Temporary 
Disability Insurance (TDI) programs that 
provide workers with coverage for non- 
work-related disabilities. Over the past 
decade, California and New Jersey have 
expanded their TDI programs to cover 
caregiver leave for new parents or for work¬ 
ers who need to care for a seriously ill family 


member. In 2002 California extended its TDI 
program to offer six weeks of family leave 
(with only partial wage replacement), for 
which every private-sector California worker 
is eligible. 80 New Jersey passed similar legisla¬ 
tion in 2008. 81 In 2007, Washington became 
the first state to pass legislation establishing 
a new, stand-alone program for paid parental 
leave (although the financing mechanism 
remains to be worked out). 82 

Of the three other states with TDI—Hawaii, 
New York, and Rhode Island—New York is 
actively considering expanding its program 
to include family leave. 83 The prospect of 
passage in the states without TDI programs 
may be limited, although Oregon and New 
Hampshire are looking into paid family and 
medical leave. Experimentation is impor¬ 
tant, and policy makers should support it. 
When states pass laws giving more generous 
benefits than federal laws provide, they can 
provide a model for an eventual federal law, 
as happened during the early decades of the 
twentieth century with minimum wage laws. 

So far, the experimentation at the state level 
shows that paid family and medical leave can 
be a successful policy for both employers and 
employees. Eileen Appelbaum and Ruth 
Milkmans evaluation of California’s family 
leave insurance program found that, contrary 
to opponents’ warnings, it was not a “job 
killer” and in fact had no discernible effect 
on overall employment. Their survey of 
employers found that the program had either 
no effect or positive effects; 89 percent of 
employers said it had no effect or a positive 
effect on productivity and 87 percent 
reported no increase in their costs. The 
survey of employees also revealed positive 
effects. It found that 26 percent of paid 
family leave claims are now filed by fathers 
who wish to bond with a new child, up from 
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17 percent when the program first began 
in 2004. And 82.7 percent of workers in 
low-quality jobs who used the leave 
returned to their jobs, compared with 73.9 
percent of those who did not use the leave. 84 
(Individuals may not have used leave because 
they either did not know they were eligible or 
did not want to risk losing their job because 
the leave is paid, but not job-protected, for 
all workers.) 

Congress and the Obama administration 
have recently advanced proposals that 
support such state experimentation. The 
Family Income to Respond to Significant 
Transitions Act (H.R. 2339), sponsored by 
Representative Lynn Woolsey (D-CA), would 
provide start-up funds to states that want 
to implement paid family leave programs. 
Similarly, President Rarack Obamas fiscal 
year 2011 budget included $50 million to 
help states set up their own paid family and 
medical leave programs. Congress is also 
considering a bill to provide paid family and 
medical leave. The Family Leave Insurance 
Act (H.R. 5873), introduced recently by 
Representative Pete Stark (D-CA), and a 
companion bill introduced during the last 
Congress by Senator Christopher Dodd 
(D-CT) would establish a national family 
leave insurance program. 

Another approach is to implement paid family 
and medical leave nationwide and administer 
it through the Social Security Administration, 85 
with individuals paying into a new trust fund 
that would support paid family and medical 
leaves. Such an approach would resemble the 
extensions to Social Security for long-term 
disabilities implemented during the 1950s. 
The approach has a variety of advantages: it 
would reduce start-up costs for a new pro¬ 
gram; everyone would be covered because 
Social Security coverage is now nearly 


universal; and the lifetime employment rules 
of Disability Insurance could be used to 
determine adequate employment history and 
benefit level, thus covering young and 
intermittent workers. 

Paid Sick Days. The market has not on its 
own developed an effective system of paid 
sick days to provide care for a sick child or 
family member. In a recent National Opinion 
Research Center poll, 64 percent of workers 
said they could access paid sick time for their 
own illness, while 47 percent said they had 
paid sick days that they could use both when 
they were ill and when they needed to care 
for a sick family member. 86 Some observers 
have argued that workers who have paid vaca¬ 
tion or other personal leave are really “cov¬ 
ered” for sick time, but many workers cannot 
take such leave without giving their employer 
advance notice, making it impossible to use 
when a child wakes up with the flu or other 
urgent care needs arise. 87 Other research 
found that nearly two-thirds (63 percent) of 
workers (both full time and part time) do not 
have access to paid sick leave to care for a sick 
child. 88 The share of employees without paid 
leave for their own or a child’s illness rises to 
84 percent in construction and nondurable 
manufacturing and to 94 percent in accom¬ 
modations and food services, an industry that 
disproportionately employs women. 89 

Advocates are conducting active campaigns 
for paid sick days at both the federal and 
state level. As of 2010, workers have the 
right to job-protected paid sick leave in only 
two places: San Francisco (as of 2007) and 
Washington, D.C. (as of 2008). Voters in 
Milwaukee passed a paid-sick-days ballot 
initiative in 2008, but it is being held up by a 
court injunction. The Healthy Families Act, 
sponsored in the House by Representative 
Rosa DeLauro, which would give workers the 
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right to earn up to seven paid sick days a year, 
has been introduced, but not acted on, in the 
past few Congresses. 

Caring While Working 

Working families need access to safe, afford¬ 
able, and enriching care for children, the 
elderly, and the ill while family members are 
at work. Workers cannot be in two places 
at once, and the decline in the number of 
stay-at-home parents has been matched by 
a decline in the share of adults who have the 
time to care for an ailing family member, 
whether on a day-to-day basis or occasionally 
helping drive an elder to the doctor or deal 
with a health emergency. More than 15.3 
million U.S. children under age six need care 
while their parents are at work, and some 9 
million Americans over age sixty-five, a num¬ 
ber that is projected to grow to 12 million by 
2020, need long-term care. 90 Women con¬ 
tinue to care for family members more than 
men do, and, because of changing demo¬ 
graphics, those caring for elderly parents 
are more likely to be working and caring for 
children at the same time. 91 


The challenge for many families is twofold: 
finding safe and enriching care and being 
able to afford it. Care work is by definition 
done by people, and, even if the ratio of care¬ 
givers to those being cared for is relatively 
high, the reality is that without subsidies of 
some kind most families cannot afford to pay 
reasonable salaries for such workers. Most 
families need care support for finite periods 
when their children are young and when a 
family member is elderly or ailing, but the 
high cost over even a few years can be out of 
reach, especially for young workers in their 
early earning years. A clear role for govern¬ 
ment policy is to smooth the costs of that care 
across workers and across workers’ lifetimes, 
as government already does with the public 
school system. 

Having access to affordable child care 
and, increasingly, help with elder care, is 
important to Americans, most of whom— 

68 percent—agree that the government or 
businesses should provide more funding 
for child care to support parents who work. 
Support is weaker among conservatives, at 50 
percent, than among liberals, at 85 percent. 92 
In qualitative research about what families 
would like to see to help them with elder 
care, respondents reported that they wanted 
a “more user-friendly and easily navigable 
health care system, especially with respect to 
managing cost and insurance issues.” 93 

The model for government assistance in this 
area has involved assistance of two kinds: 
helping families reduce the cost of provid¬ 
ing care to dependents through tax credits 
and providing direct care for poor and low- 
income families. 

Tax Relief 

Families typically rely on a variety of child- 
and elder-care options. Roughly one-third 
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of both low- and middle-income families— 

34 percent and 30 percent, respectively—and 
one-quarter, or 24 percent, of professional- 
managerial families rely primarily on relatives 
other than the parents themselves for child 
care. Among higher-income families, 37 
percent rely on child-care centers, as do 30 
percent of low- and middle-income families. 
Low-income families are more likely to rely 
on the parents themselves for child care— 

26 percent, compared with 20 percent of 
middle-income families and 14 percent of 
professional families. Less than 4 percent of 
families in all three groups rely on sitters or 
nannies. 94 

Care for elders is equally varied. According 
to the Department of Health and Human 
Services, 70 percent of the elderly receive all 
of their care from family and friends, rather 
than professionals. 95 A 2010 survey by the 
Families and Work Institute found that 17 
percent of workers were providing elder care 
and that those caregivers were employed 
forty-five hours a week on average on top 
of caregiving, an hour more each week than 
noncaregivers. 96 

Both child and elder care are quite expen¬ 
sive. The Department of Health and Human 
Services advises families to spend no more 
than 10 percent of their income on child 
care, but many families do. In 2009, a year 
of full-time center-based care for a four- 
year-old ranged from an average of $4,056 
in Mississippi to $13,158 in Massachusetts. 97 
Not surprisingly, lower-income families spend 
a far higher share of their income on care 
than do higher-income families. An analysis 
that I conducted with Joan Williams found 
that, in March 2009 dollars, low-income fami¬ 
lies pay around $2,300 a year in care for each 
child under age six—about 14 percent of 
their income. Families in the middle average 


$3,500 a year—6 percent to 9 percent of 
their income. Professional families pay about 
$4,800 a year—3 percent to 7 percent of 
income. 98 Among working elder-caregivers, 
almost half helped cover the cost of caring 
for a parent; of those, nearly half (44 percent) 
reported that their financial contributions 
were at least “somewhat” burdensome. 99 

Two types of tax relief are available to fami¬ 
lies for care-related expenses. The Child and 
Dependent Care Tax Credit is a nonrefund- 
able credit of up to 35 percent of qualifying 
expenses to tax filers to help cover the cost 
of child or dependent care. 100 The care must 
be for a child under the age of thirteen or for 
a mentally or physically handicapped spouse 
or dependent. 101 The requirement that the 
person in care be a dependent of the person 
taking the tax credit puts the deduction out of 
reach of the millions of families who provide 
occasional support to an ailing or elder family 
member who is not a dependent, as well as 
extended families who share the financial 
and emotional costs of caring for an ailing 
family member, but cannot share the credit. 
Some employees also have access to Flexible 
Spending Accounts for Dependent Care to 
set aside up to $5,000 pre-tax dollars a year 
to pay for child or dependent care. Families 
can choose whether to use the tax credit or 
the flexible spending account; they cannot 
use both. 

Both of these tax benefits disproportionately 
benefit higher-income families. As is common 
with nonrefundable tax credits, the tax credit 
goes primarily to middle- and higher-income 
workers and families because it is available 
only to families in which parents—both 
parents if it is a married couple—have earn¬ 
ings, are in school, or are disabled. Further, 
because the tax credit is nonre fundable, low- 
income families who do not earn enough to 
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pay taxes cannot receive the credit. Flexible 
Spending Accounts must be set up by 
employers and thus mostly go to professional- 
managerial families. 102 Although both these 
tax benefits certainly help some families, they 
provide fairly small benefits relative to the 
cost of care and do not touch many of the 
neediest families. 103 

The tax-based programs, which assume that 
the market provides sufficient options for 
families to find adequate—ideally, safe and 
enriching—care, have no direct effect on the 
quality of care available. Yet high-quality and 
affordable care seems to be in short supply. 

In addition to providing tax relief for higher- 
income workers, the government also, as I 
note in the next section, provides some direct 
subsidies to lower-income workers. What it 
does not provide is any national public pro¬ 
gram, either for child care or for elder care. 

Direct Subsidies to Care Providers 

The federal government provides direct 
subsidies for some lower-income families to 
make child care more affordable through the 
Child Care Development Block Grant Fund 
and also provides funds for child care from 
the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
program. States also help families with 
child-care expenses. 104 In addition, Head 
Start programs often are incorporated into 
child-care programs, although because the 
goal of the former is primarily educational, 
the care provided does not necessarily fit with 
a parent’s work schedule. The American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act pumped an 
additional $2 billion into the Child Care 
Development Block Grant Fund on top of 
the $2.1 billion of discretionary funding for 
2009 authorized by the regular federal 
budget appropriations process, but these 
extra dollars were temporary. 105 


Child Care Development Block Grant 
funds are targeted to low-income families 
and administered by the states, which have 
considerable leeway in setting provider pay¬ 
ment levels, parent co-payment levels, and 
income eligibility requirements, and also in 
regulating the programs. Typically, for a fam¬ 
ily to be eligible for child-care subsidies, its 
earnings must fall below the state’s median 
income, but the threshold varies widely. 106 An 
analysis of eligibility rules in ten states found 
that in Texas the income of a single-parent 
family with two children could not exceed 
85 percent of the federal policy threshold, or 
about $1,176 a month, while in the District of 
Columbia a family’s income could reach 250 
percent of that threshold, or $3,458 a month. 
Most families who are eligible do not receive 
the benefit. In the same ten-state analysis, in 
no state did more than half of those eligible 
receive the subsidy. 107 Subsidies, then, are 
available only for low-income families and are 
scarce and sporadic even for them. About 30 
percent of low-income families using center- 
based care and 16 percent using an in-home 
care center for a child under age six receive 
subsidies, while the share of middle-income 
families receiving subsidies is negligible— 
about 3 percent for an in-home care center. 108 

Unlike families needing care for small 
children, most families with elder-caregiving 
needs do not receive services from a paid 
caregiver. According to the Families and 
Work Institute, a paid caregiver helps a 
quarter of family caregivers with a significant 
amount of daily care. 109 Medicare—which 
provides health insurance coverage for more 
than 46 million Americans, including people 
sixty-five and older, some people with 
disabilities, and people with end-stage renal 
disease—covers skilled nursing home 
expenses for up to 100 days, as well as 
assistance for those who need part-time 
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health services and are homebound. It does 
not cover help with activities of daily living. 110 
Medicaid provides insurance for those with 
limited finances and are sixty-five or older or 
disabled; it can be used to help pay for 
residential or nursing home care for elderly 
people who meet income and asset require¬ 
ments set by the program. 111 The Families 
and Work Institute survey on elder care 
reports that most (60 percent) of the funding 
for costs associated with elder care comes 
from Medicare, followed by private medical 
insurance (44 percent), elders themselves (34 
percent), and Medicaid (8 percent). 112 

Because of increasing demand by workers 
who need help with care of children and 
ailing family members, the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics predicts that employment will grow 
faster in the care sector than in most other 
occupations. The Bureau of Labor Statistics 
predicts that the number of home health 
aides will rise by 50 percent between 2008 
and 2018, while the number of child-care 
workers will rise by 10.9 percent. 113 The 
low subsidy levels for both child and elder 
care, however, limit not only the availability 
of affordable care options for families, but 
also the pay and benefits of the care provid¬ 
ers. These jobs, held disproportionately by 
women and often women of color, typically 
pay relatively low wages. 114 

New Ideas for Access to Care 
It has been decades since the United States 
had a national conversation about universal 
access to child care, and the nation is just 
barely beginning a national conversation on 
elder care and caring for ailing family mem¬ 
bers. In 1971, Congress passed the nations 
first and only comprehensive child-care 
legislation. The Comprehensive Child 
Development Act provided every child with 
access to child care, with a priority given to 


those with the greatest economic or social 
need. The bill laid out federal standards for 
quality control, staff training, and securing 
facilities. And it set child-care fees on a 
sliding scale according to income. President 
Bichard Nixon, however, vetoed the bill, 
arguing that “federally-supported, institu¬ 
tional child care would undermine the family 
by encouraging mothers with young children 
to go out to work.” 115 Despite the veto, 
however, women went to work. During the 
early 1970s, the participation of U.S. women 
in the labor force began a rapid rise. Today, 
forty years later, that national child-care 
conversation has still not resumed, even 
though most American adults are now 
employed outside the home. 

States are experimenting with universal 
prekindergarten programs, which help 
families manage work-family conflict by 
offering safe, enriching, and affordable— 
and most often free—care for pre-K children, 
typically aged three and four. The state 
programs take a variety of forms. For exam¬ 
ple, half (53 percent) of Georgia’s four-year- 
olds participate in state-funded pre-K, at a 
cost of $4,234 for each child, supported 
through a state lottery. Oklahoma enrolls 71 
percent of its four-year-olds, the highest 
share in the nation, in publicly funded pre-K; 
as of 2008, 99 percent of its school districts 
offered pre-K programs. Besearcli at 
Georgetown University found that “Tulsa’s 
pre-K program produced substantial aca¬ 
demic benefits for all children in the program, 
regardless of race or ethnicity.” 116 Oklahoma 
funds its program through a state aid formula 
that provides grants to school districts 
regardless of income. West Virginia folds its 
pre-K funding into its public schools funding 
formula and has seen a 65 percent increase 
in four-year-olds’ participation since 2002. 117 
The National Institute for Early Education 
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Research, however, has found that only 
sixteen of the thirty-eight statewide universal 
pre-K programs have sufficient funding to 
meet all of their benchmarks for quality 
standards. 118 

In the areas of elder care, the federal govern¬ 
ment has been working to make it easier for 
families to acquire long-term-care insurance 
to defray costs for services that traditional 
medical insurance does not cover, such as 
help with activities of daily living or institu¬ 
tional care. The 2010 Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act included provisions from 
the Community Living Assistance Services 
and Support Act, a consumer-financed pro¬ 
gram administered by the government that 
allows people to purchase insurance for com¬ 
munity living assistance and supports. The 
insurance is explicitly designed to help allevi¬ 
ate the burden on friends and family who 
have been acting as caregivers. 119 Although 
Medicaid and Medicare benefits often do not 
pay for long-term care in people’s homes, the 
Community Living Assistance Services and 
Support Act provides a daily cash benefit to 
those who need support in activities of daily 
living, which can help family caregivers. 120 


The Way Forward 

Crafting a comprehensive government policy 
to ease work-family conflict requires rethink¬ 
ing the basic labor standards and social insur¬ 
ance models that the United States has had in 
place since the 1930s, when Frances Perkins 
presented President Franklin Roosevelt 
with the ideas that became the Fair Labor 
Standards Act and the Social Security Act. 
Her dual vision for workers included ensur¬ 
ing fair treatment for workers at work and 
ensuring income support, based on insurance 
principles, for workers when they could not 
work or find work. 121 In developing these 
cornerstone pieces of legislation, Perkins did 
not foresee that just over half a century later, 
most American mothers would be either 
breadwinners or cobreadwinners and that 
most American families would need income 
support and flexibility when a family member 
needed to provide care. Updating the nation’s 
basic labor standards and social insurance to 
address conflicts that arise between work and 
family today is the next step. 


182 


THE FUTURE OF CHILDREN 


The Role of the Government in Work-Family Conflict 


Endnotes 

1. The term “workplace flexibility” has been used to encompass a wide array of policies that address work- 
family conflict. See Workplace Flexibility 2010: Georgetown Law (www.workplaceflexibility2010.org). 

2. Authors analysis of Internal Revenue Service, “Table 1: Individual Income Tax, All Returns: Sources of 
Incomes and Adjustments,” Department of Commerce (www.irs.gov/pub/irs-soi/07in01ar.xls). 

3. Heather Boushey and Ann O’Leary, eds.. The Shriver Report: A Woman’s Nation Changes Everything 
(Washington: Center for American Progress, 2009). 

4. Christian Weller and Amanda Logan, America’s Middle Class Still Losing Ground (Washington: Center 
for American Progress, 2008). 

5. Teresa Aniott and Julie Matthaei, Race, Gender, and Work: A Multicultu ral Economic History of Women 
in the United States (Boston: South End Press, 1991). 

6. Sherwin Rosen, “The Theory of Equalizing Differences,” in Handbook of Labor Economics, vol. 1, edited 
by Orley Ashenfelter and Richard Layard (Amsterdam: Elsevier, 1986), pp. 642-92. 

7. Elaine McCrate, Working Mothers in a Double Rind: Working Moms, Minorities Have the Most Rigid 
Schedules, and Are Paid Less for the Sacrifice (Washington: Economic Policy Institute, 2002); Robert 
Drago, Mark Wooden, and David Black, “Who Wants and Gets Flexibility? Changing Work Hours 
Preferences and Life Events,” Industrial ir Labor Relations Review 62, no. 3 (2009); Lonnie Golden, 
“Flexible Daily Work Schedules in U.S. Jobs: Formal Introductions Needed? “ Industrial Relations 48, 
no. 1 (2009): 27-54. 

8. Michelle J. Budig and Paula England, “The Wage Penalty for Motherhood,” American Sociological Review 
66, no. 2 (2001): 204-25; Jennifer Glass, “Blessing or Curse? Work-Family Policies and Mother’s Wage 
Growth,” Work and Occupations 31, no. 3 (2004): 367-94. 

9. Nicola Dones and Netsy Firestein, Labor’s Participation in Work/Family Issues: Successes and Obstacles 
(Berkeley: Labor Project for Working Families, 2002); Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Union Members 
Summary,” U.S. Department of Labor (www.bls.gov/news.release/union2.nr0.htm). 

10. John Schmitt and Ben Zipperer, Dropping the Ax: Illegal Firings during Union Election Campaigns 
(Washington: Center for Economic and Policy Research, 2007); Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Union 
Members Summary” (see note 9). 

11. Claudia Goldin, “Marriage Bars: Discrimination against Married Women Workers 1920s to 1950s,” 
Working Paper 2747 (Cambridge, Mass.: National Bureau of Economic Research, 1988): 1-46. 

12. Rebecca Ray, Janet C. Gorniek, and John Schmitt, Parental Leave Policies in 21 Countries: Assessing 
Generosity and Gender Equality (Washington: Center for Economic and Policy Research, 2008). In 
Australia, starting on January 1, 2011, parents who meet work and income requirements are eligible 
for eighteen weeks of paid parental leave at minimum wage, to be funded by the government. Families 
who do not take this leave can get a lump sum payment, which was given for all births and adoptions 
before the paid parental leave existed, and do not receive tax benefits that were formerly available. See: 
Commonwealth of Australia, Australia’s Paid Parental Leave Scheme: Supporting Working Australian 
Families (Canberra: Australian Government, 2009), p. 29. 


VOL. 21 / NO. 2 / FALL 2011 183 


Heather Boushey 


13. Joan C. Williams and Heather Boushey, The Three Faces of Work-Family Conflict: The Poor, the 
Privileged, and the Missing Middle (Washington: Center for American Progress and the Center for 
WorkLife Law, University of California, Hastings College of the Law, 2010). 

14. Ellen Galinsky, Kerstin Aumann, and James T. Bond, NCSW 2008: Times Are Changing: Gender and 
Generation at Work and Flome (New York: Families and Work Institute, 2009); Kerstin Aumann and 
others. The Elder Care Study: Everyday Realities and Wishes for Change (New York: Families and Work 
Institute, 2010), p. 45. 

15. Williams and Boushey, The Three Faces of Work-Family Conflict (see note 13). 

16. Jerry A. Jacobs and Kathleen Gerson, The Time Divide: Work, Family, and Gender Inequality (Harvard 
University Press, 2005), p. 272; Jennifer E. Swanberg, Workplace Structure and Its Impact on Hourly 
Workers and Their Families (Washington: Working for Change: A Conversation on Workplace Flexibility, 
2008). 

17. Heather Boushey, It’s Time for Policies to Match Family Needs: New Polling Data Show Widespread 
Support for an Agenda to Address Work-Family Conflict (Washington: Center for American Progress, 

2010 ). 

18. Ed Reilly and Brent McGoldrick, “Heartland Monitor V: Millennial Experience,” Allstate-National Journal 
Heartland Monitor Poll (www.allstate.com/Allstate/content/refresh-attachments/Heartland-5-Millennial- 
N ational-Topline.pdf). 

19. Aumann and others, The Elder Care Study (see note 14). 

20. Howard D. Samuel, “Troubled Passage: The Labor Movement and the Fair Labor Standards Act,” 
Monthly Labor Review 123, no. 12 (2000): 32-37. 

21. Department of Labor: U.S. Wage and Hour Division, “Fact Sheet #25: The Home Health Care Industry 
under the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA)” (www.dol.gov/whd/regs/compliance/whdfs25.pdf); 
Employment Standards Administration: Wage and Hour Division, “History of Changes to the Minimum 
Wage Law,” Department of Labor (www.dol.gov/whd/minwage/coverage.htm). 

22. There are no available data from the Department of Labor on the share of workers covered by the FLSA, 
and this estimate is based only on whether individuals reported being paid hourly or on salary. Authors 
analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Characteristics of Minimum Wage Workers 2009, table 10” (www. 
bis. gov/ cps/minwage2009tbls .htm# 10). 

23. Exempt job duties include high-level management roles, professional occupations, outside sales positions, 
or operational positions. See: Code of Federal Regulations, “29 CFR Part 541: Defining and Delimiting 
the Exemptions for Executive, Administrative, Professional, Computer, and Outside Sales Employees” 
(http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=cfb344dae2db85cl5fc55b68376f32c5&rgn=div5& 
view=text&node=29:3.1.1.1,22&idno=29). 

24. Ross Eisenbrey and Jared Bernstein, Eliminating the Right to Overtime Pay (Washington: Economic 
Policy Institute, 2003). 

25. Williams and Boushey, The Three Faces of Work-Family Conflict (see note 13). 

26. Susan J. Lambert and Julia R. Henley, Scheduling in Hou rly Jobs: Promising Practices for the Twenty- 
First Century Economy (Washington: The Mobility Agenda, 2009). 

184 THE FUTURE OF CHILDREN 


The Role of the Government in Work-Family Conflict 


27. State laws, as in California, can be more stringent. 

28. David Walsh, “The FLSA Comp Time Controversy: Fostering Flexibility or Diminishing Worker Rights?” 
Journal of Employment and Law 20, no. 1 (1999): 74-137. 

29. Brad Harrington and Jamie J. Ladge, “Got Talent? It Isn’t Hard to Find,” in The Shriver Report: A 
Woman’s Nation Changes Everything , edited by Boushey and O’Leary (see note 3). 

30. Lonnie Golden, “Flexibility Gaps: Differential Access to Flexible Work Schedules and Location in the 
U.S.,” Flexibility in Workplaces: Effects on Workers, Work Environment and the Unions (2005): 38-56; 
Ellen Galinsky, James T. Bond, and E. Jeffrey Hill, “When Work Works: A Status Report on Workplace 
Flexibility,” Families and Work Institute (www.law.georgetown.edu/workplaceflexibility2010/definition/ 
documents/Lower-Wage WorkersandFWAs.pdf); Cathleen Benko and Anne Weisberg, Mass Career 
Customization (Boston: Harvard Business School Press, 2007). 

31. Heather Boushey and Ann O’Leary, Our Working Nation: How Working Women Are Reshaping America’s 
Families and Economy and What It Means for Policymakers (Washington: Center for American Progress, 
2010 ). 

32. James T. Bond and Ellen Galinsky, What Workplace Flexibility Is Available to Entry-Level, Hourly 
Employees? (New York: Families and Work Institute, 2006), table 1; Ellen Galinsky, Kelly Sakai, and Tyler 
Wigton, Workplace Flexibility among Small Employers (New York: Families and Work Institute, 2010), p. 46. 

33. Council of Economic Advisers, Work-Life Balance and the Economics of Workplace Flexibility 
(Washington: The White House, 2010), p. 1. 

34. Harrington and Ladge, “Got Talent? It Isn’t Hard to Find” (see note 29). 

35. Under the flexible work schedule, employees must work certain core hours and days. Beyond these 
designated times, employees may structure their schedule to accommodate their personal needs. Under 
a compressed work schedule, an employee’s basic biweekly eighty-hour work requirement is scheduled 
within less than the traditional ten workdays. Federal employees are not exempt from the FLSA, although 
individuals may still be exempt based on whether they have a managerial or other exempt job. With 
respect to both programs, if employees are unionized, then the collective bargaining agreement must 
include language that allows the alternative work schedule program. 

36. Cali Ressler and Jody Thompson, “OPM ROWE Pilot Update,” CultureRx (http://gorowe. 
eom/2011/01/24/opm-rowe-pilot-update); Jonathan Foley, “Statement of Jonathan Foley, Senior Advisor 
to the Director, U.S. Office of Personnel Management,” Office of Personnel Management (www.opm.gov/ 
News_E vents/congress/testimony/1 llthCongress/05_04_2010.asp). 

37. This order did not extend to police officers, prison guards, court employees, or public university workers. 
Michelle A. Travis, “What a Difference a Day Makes, or Does It? Work/Family Balance and the Four-Day 
Work Week,” Connecticut Law Review 42, no. 4 (2010): 1223-66. 

38. Rex L. Facer II and Lori Wadsworth, “Four-Day Work Weeks: Current Research and Practice,” 
Connecticut Law Revieiv 42, no. 4 (2010): 1031-46. 

39. Webb Lyons, Flex in the City: The Story of a Mayor and His Vision (Washington: Center for Law and 
Social Policy, 2006); Flexworks, “Flex in the City” (www.flexworks.org/fitc/index.shtml). 


VOL. 21 / NO. 2 / FALL 2011 185 


Heather Boushey 


40. Jodie Levin-Epstein, Getting Punched: The Job and Family Clock — It’s Time for Flexible Work for 
Workers of All Wages (Washington: Center for Law and Social Policy, 2006); Karen Kornbluh, “The Joy of 
Flex,” Washington Monthly , December 2005. 

41. Boushey and O’Leary, Our Working Nation (see note 31). 

42. Levin-Epstein, Getting Punched (see note 40); Kornbluh, “The Joy of Flex” (see note 40). 

43. Jodie Levin-Epstein, How to Exercise Flexible Work: Take Steps with a “Soft Touch” Law (Washington: 
Center for Law and Social Policy), p. 8. 

44. Local Government Employers, “Flexible Working” (www.lge.gov.uk/lge/core/page.do?pageId= 120012). 

45. For more on this, see Ariane Hegewisch and Janet Gornick, Statutory Routes to Workplace Flexibility in 
Cross-National Perspective (Washington: Institute for Women’s Policy Research and Center for WorkLife 
Law, University of California: Hastings College of the Law, 2008); Boushey and O’Leary, Our Working 
Nation (see note 31). 

46. Boushey and O’Leary, Our Working Nation (see note 31). 

47. Ann O’Leary and Karen Kornbluh, “Family Friendly for All Families,” in The Shriver Report: A Woman’s 
Nation Changes Everything, edited by Boushey and O’Leary (see note 3), p. 88. 

48. Saranna Thornton, “Pregnancy Discrimination Act (2005),” Sloan Work and Family Research Network 
(wfnetwork.bc.edu/encyclopedia_entry.php ?id=272). 

49. O’Leary and Kornbluh, “Family Friendly for All Families” (see note 47). 

50. Thomas II. Barnard and Adrienne L. Rapp, “The Impact of the Pregnancy Discrimination Act on the 
Workplace—From a Legal and Social Perspective,” University of Memphis Law Review 36 (2005): 

93-144. 

51. Employees must be given time and a private place that is not a bathroom to express breast milk for up to 
one year after they have given birth. Employers with fewer than fifty employees do not have to provide 
time and space for women to pump milk if it would cause “undue hardship.” See Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act, H. R. 3590, 111th Congress (2010); Department of Labor: U.S. Wage and Hour 
Division, “Fact Sheet #73: Break Time for Nursing Mothers under the FLSA” (www.dol.gov/whd/regs/ 
compli anceAvhdfs73.pdf). 

52. Workplace Flexibility 2010, “Americans with Disabilities Act” (http//:workplaceflexibility2010.org/index. 
php/laws_impacting_flexibility/ADA). 

53. Center for WorkLife Law, “About FDR” (www.worklifelaw.org/AboutFDR.html). 

54. Shelley J. Correll, Stephen Benard, and In Paik, “Getting a Job: Is There a Motherhood Penalty?” 
American Journal of Sociology 112, no. 5 (2007): 1297-1338. 

55. Although all fifty states honor employment-at-will, all but four (Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, and Rhode 
Island) have statutory exceptions to the at-will doctrine. Jane Whitney Gibson and Lester Lindley, The 
Evolution of Employ ment-at-Will: Past, Present, and Future Predictions (Las Vegas: Ninth Annual Institute 
for Business and Economic Research and College Teaching & Learning Conference, 2009). 

186 THE FUTURE OF CHILDREN 


The Role of the Government in Work-Family Conflict 


56. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, “Enforcement Guidance: Unlawful Disparate Treatment of 
Workers with Caregiving Responsibilities” (www.eeoc.gov/policy/docs/caregiving.html). 

57. Workplace Flexibility 2010, The New South Wales Carers’ Responsibilities Act (Washington: Georgetown 
Law, 2006). 

58. Boushey, It’s Time for Policies to Match Family Needs (see note 17). 

59. Tom W. Smith and Jibum Kim, Paid Sick Days: Attitudes and Experiences (Chicago: National Opinion 
Research Center, 2010), p. 44. 

60. U.S. Social Security Administration, SSI: History of Provisions (Baltimore: Social Security Administration, 
2007). 

61. Shawn Fremstad, Recent Welfare Reform Research Findings: Implications for TANF Reauthorization and 
State TANF Policies (Washington: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2004). 

62. The contribution end of the system is regressive, because the tax only applies to earned income up to a 
fixed maximum, but the distribution end is progressive, repaying more to low earners relative to their 
contributions. See “Old and Enduring: Social Security Survives Conservative Attacks,” Dollars & Sense, 
January/February 1988. 

63. People born before 1929 need fewer credits. 

64. Bureau of Labor Statistics, National Compensation Survey: Employee Benefits in Private Industry in the 
United States, March 2007 (Washington: Department of Labor, 2007), ch. 7, table 7.2. 

65. Heidi Hartmann, The Importance of Social Security Benefits to Women: Testimony before the National 
Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform (Washington: Institute for Women’s Policy Research, 
2010), p. 6. 

66. National Employment Law Project, Implementing the Unemployment Insurance Modernization 
Provisions of the Recovery Act in the States (New York: National Employment Law Project, 2010). 

67. Family and Medical Leave Act, H.R.l, 103rd Congress (1993). 

68. Committee on Labor and Human Resources, Report on the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 
(Washington: U.S. Senate, 1993). 

69. Jane Waldfogel, “Family and Medical Leave: Evidence from the 2000 Surveys,” Monthly Labor Review 
124, no. 9 (2001): 17-23. 

70. David Cantor and others, Balancing the Needs of Families and Employers: Family and Medical Leave 
Surveys, 2000 Update (Rockville, Md.: Westat, 2001). 

71. Heather Boushey and John Schmitt, Job Tenure and Firm Size Provisions Exclude Many Young Parents 
from Family and Medical Leave (Washington: Center for Economic and Policy Research, 2007). 

72. Ibid. 

73. Bureau of Labor Statistics, “National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1979 (NLSY79), Supplemental Table,” 
Department of Labor (www.bls.gov/nls/nlsy79.htm). 


VOL. 21 / NO. 2 / FALL 2011 187 


Heather Boushey 


74. The Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 sets minimum standards for pension plans in 
private industry, requiring that an employer that provides a retirement plan to some employees must 
provide the same plan to employees generally. 

75. In a study of the Fortune 100, the Joint Economic Committee found that “many firms responded with 

a minimum and maximum number of weeks of paid leave, depending on the employee s job category or 
tenure or other requirements and our analysis provides measures of both the minimum and the maximum 
weeks provided.” See Joint Economic Committee, Paid Family Leave at Fortune 100 Companies: A Basic 
Standard but Still Not the Gold Standard (Washington: Joint Economic Committee of the U.S. Congress, 
2008). 

76. Ann O’Leary, “How Family Leave Laws Left Out Low-Income Workers,” Berkeley Journal of 
Employment and Labor Law 28, no. 1 (2007): 1-62. 

77. Tallese D. Johnson, Maternity Leave and Employment Patterns of First-Time Mothers: 1961-2003 
(Washington: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008). 

78. Workplace Flexibility 2010 and Urban Institute, “Fact Sheet on Extended Time Off (EXTO)” 
(http://workplaceflexibility2010.org/images/uploads/EXTO_Fact_Sheet.pdf). 

79. Janet C. Gornick and Marcia K. Meyers, Families That Work: Policies for Beconciling Parenthood and 
Employment (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 2003); Ray, Gornick, and Schmitt, Parental Leave 
Policies in 21 Countries (see note 12). Australia funds its new paid parental leave program through general 
revenues. 

80. State of California Employment Development Department, “Disability Insurance: Frequently Asked 
Questions” (www.edd.ea.gov/direp/difaql.htm#Pregnancy). 

81. Three other states (Hawaii, New York, and Rhode Island) have Temporary Disability Insurance programs, 
and across all five states (including California and New Jersey), mothers are granted a minimum of six 
weeks of leave to recover from childbirth. Hawaii, New York, and Rhode Island offer mothers longer 
leaves as necessary to recover from childbirth. In New York the length is capped at twenty-six weeks, and 
in Rhode Island the cap is thirty weeks. 

82. Economic Opportunity Institute, “Our Successes: Family Leave” (www.eoionline.org/about/success_stories/ 
paid_family_leave_success.htm); Government Accountability Office, Women and Low-Skilled Workers: 
Other Countries’ Policies and Practices That May Help These Workers Enter and Remain in the Labor 
Force (Washington: Government Accountability Office, 2007). 

83. Time to Care, “New York State Family Leave Coalition and the Time to Care Campaign” 
(www.timetocareny.org). 

84. Eileen Appelbaum and Ruth Milkman, Leaves That Pay: Employer and Worker Experiences ivith Paid 
Family Leave in California (Washington: Center for Economic and Policy Research, 2011). 

85. Heather Boushey, Helping Breadwinners When It Can’t Wait: A Progressive Program for Family Leave 
Insurance (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2009). 

86. Smith and Kim, Paid Sick Days (see note 59). 

188 THE FUTURE OF CHILDREN 


The Role of the Government in Work-Family Conflict 


87. Iris S. Diaz and Richard Wallick, “Leisure and Illness Leave: Estimating Benefits in Combination,” 
Monthly Labor Review 132, no. 2 (2009): 28-34. 

88. Vicky Lovell, No Time to Be Sick: Who Suffers When Workers Don’t Have Sick Leave (Washington: 
Institute for Womens Policy Research, 2004). 

89. Ibid. 

90. U.S. Census Bureau, 2008 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates (Washington: U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2008); U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, “Long-Term Care” (www.medicare.gov/ 
longTermCare/static/home.asp). 

91. Ann O’Leary, “What’s the Workplace Impact?” in A Women’s Nation Takes on Alzheimer’s, edited by 
Angela Timashenka Geiger and others (Chicago: Alzheimer’s Association and The Shriver Report, 2010), 
pp. 183-200. 

92. Boushey, It’s Time for Policies to Match Family Needs (see note 17). 

93. Aumann and others, The Elder Care Study (see note 14). 

94. Williams and Boushey, The Three Faces of Work-Family Conflict (see note 13). 

95. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, “Long-Term Care” (see note 90). 

96. Aumann and others, The Elder Care Study (see note 14). 

97. Rosemary Kendall and Michael Agosta, Parents and the High Cost of Child Care: 2010 Update (Arlington, 
Va.: National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies, 2010). 

98. Williams and Boushey, The Three Faces of Work-Family Conflict (see note 13). 

99. Aumann and others, The Elder Care Study (see note 14). 

100. Internal Revenue Service, “Top Ten Facts about the Child and Dependent Care Credit” (www.irs.gov/ 
newsroom/article/0,,id=106189,00.html). 

101. Internal Revenue Service, Topics 602 Child and Dependent Care Credit (Washington: Department of 
Treasury, 2010). 

102. O’Leary and Kornbluh, “Family Friendly for All Families” (see note 47). 

103. Tax Policy Center, Taxation and the Family: How Does the Tax System Subsidize Child Care Expenses? 
(Washington: Urban Institute and Brookings Institution, 2007). 

104. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services: Administration for Children and Families, “About the 
Child Care and Development Fund” (www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/ccdf/index.htm). 

105. Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, “Fiscal Year 2009 
Federal Child Care and Related Appropriations” (www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/ccdf/approp_2009.htm). 

106. Randy Albelda and others, Bridging the Gaps: A Picture of How Work Supports Work in Ten States 
(Washington: Center for Economic and Policy Research, 2007). 

107. Ibid. 

108. Williams and Boushey, The Three Faces of Work-Family Conflict (see note 13). 


VOL. 21 / NO. 2 / FALL 2011 189 


Heather Boushey 


109. Aumann and others, The Elder Care Study (see note 14). 

110. Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, 2010 Annual Report of the Boards of Trustees of the Federal 
Hospital Insurance and Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust Funds (Baltimore: Department 
of Health and Human Services, 2010); Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, “Medicare and 
Home Health Care” (www.medicare.gov/publications/pubs/pdf/10969.pdf); Centers for Medicare and 
Medicaid Services, “Medicare Coverage of Skilled Nursing Facility Care” (www.medicare.gov/publications/ 
pubs/pdf/10153.pdf). 

111. Center for Medicare and Medicaid Series, “Nursing Homes: Paying For Care,” Department of Health and 
Human Services (www.medicare.gov/nursing/payment.asp). 

112. Aumann and others, The Elder Care Study (see note 14). 

113. T. Alan Lacey and Benjamin Wright, “Occupational Employment Projections to 2018,” Monthly Labor 
Review 132, no. 11 (2010). 

114. Ibid.; Domestic Workers United (www.domesticworkersunited.org); Direct Care Alliance Inc., “Direct 
Care Workers United for Change” (www.directcareaUiance.org). 

115. Edward Zigler and Susan Muenchow, Head Start: The Inside Story of America’s Most Successful 
Educational Experiment (New York: Basic Books, 1992). 

116. William Gormley Jr. and others, The Effects of Oklahoma’s Universal Pre-Kindergarten Program on 
School Readiness (Washington: Georgetown University Center for Research on Children in the U.S., 

2004); W. Steven Barnett and others, The State of Preschool 2009 (New Brunswick, N.J.: National 
Institute for Early Education Research, 2009). 

117. Pre-K Now, “State Profiles,” Pew Center on the States (www.preknow.org/resource/profiles). 

118. Barnett and others, The State of Preschool 2009 (see note 116). 

119. Nevada Department of Health and Human Services, “CLASS Act” (http://dlihs.nv.gov/HealthCare/Docs/ 
NVPolicyPapers/Section_8001_CLASS_Act_Survey.pdf). 

120. Paul N. Van de Water, “CLASS: A New Voluntary Long-Term Care Insurance Program,” Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities (www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=3156). 

121. Kirstin Downey, The Woman behind the New Deal: The Life of Frances Perkins, FDR’s Secretary of Labor 
and His Moral Conscience (New York: Nan A. Talese, 2009). 


190 


THE FUTURE OF CHILDREN 


